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U.S. Patent Application No. 10/647,932 
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Dear Examiner Lay, 

Enclosed for your review is an updated 1-page summary of main points in response to the Office 
Action of May 03, 2006, for the above-referenced patent application. (It has been sharpened, 
compared to the summary I previously sent you, earlier this afternoon). 

Thank you for your consideration, and I will call you tomorrow to set up the time for our phone 
interview. 



The information contained in this facsimile message is legally privileged and confidential information intended only for the use of ^the 
individual or entity named above. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any d.sse^nation 
distribution, or copy of this facsimile is strictly prohibited. If you have received this facsimile in error, please notify us immediately by 
telephone and return the original message to us at the below address by mail. Thank you. 
IF YOU DO NOT RECEIVE ALL OF THE PAGES, PLEASE CALL AS SOON AS POSSIBLE. 
Main Facsimile: Facsimile Operator 

U.S. practice conducted through McDermott Will & Emery llp. 
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Resp onse »» office ar*inn of Mav 03. 2006 

(Re: US Pat. Appln. No. 10/647,932) 

• 1 03(a) rejection of claims 1-20 and 29 over Richey in view of Oshima. 

■To establish a prima facte case of obviousness, ... the prior art references must teach or 
suggest all of the claim limitations." MPEP 2143. That is not the case here. 

One key limitation in independent claim 1 is that the content of the images be "a function of . . . 
a plurality of displacement steps taken by the individual": 



[A] processing system ... configured to deliver ... a sequence of images, the content of 
which are a function of ... a plurality of displacement steps taken by the individual 

within the structure. 

Neither Richev nor Oshima discloses a p r ocessing system that varies images as a function of a 
plurality of displacements steps taken by the individual. Indeed, not even the Examiner has 
stated otherwise. 

Claim 1 (and all of the other claims which are dependent on it) are therefore not obvious under 
35 U.S.C. 103 over Richey in view of Oshima. 

* 

• 102(b) rejection of claim 32 over Richey 5,310,794 

Claim 32 requires that images be delivered to at least one modular wall that functions as a 
computer-controlled displayed and that these images vary based on the interaction between the 
individual and the environment. 

This limitation is also lacking in Richey. 

Richey does disclose delivering images to panel displays in Figure 32. However, Richey does 
not disclose changing those images based on the interaction between an individual and the 
environment. 

Richey also discloses a different embodiment that updates images based on head movement. 
However, the images in this embodiment are delivered to a head mounted display, not to a 
modular wall. 

The fact that one feature of the claim may be found in one apparatus and that another feature of 
the claim may be found in a COMPLETELY DIFFERENT apparatus does not constitute 
anticipation, even if both apparatuses are disclosed in the same document. This is particular y 
true here since the panels in Richey do not move with the individual as does the head mounted 
display. Indeed, it would be nonsensical to change the images that are displayed on the 
Richey's panels in response to head movement, as does Richey in connection with the head 
mounted display. 

Richev simply does not teach updating im a ges on a modular wall based op interaction 
between an individual and an environment , as required by the language of this claim. Again, 
moreover, not even the Examiner has specifically contended otherwise. 

Claim 32 is therefore not anticipated by Richey. 
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